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Abstract 
Ubiquitous and mobile computing has increased the level of social connectedness. In an era where 
technology has permeated into spaces of work, play and socializing, social influence has become 
an important consideration. The operationalization of the social influence construct in the 
technology adoption and use literature often assumes singular technology use contexts and 
purposes. We question whether social influence, as operationalized in IS, is reflective of the 
utilitarian, hedonic and social environment that many individuals operate in. We propose a 
framework to consider social influence more inclusively, drawing on differences in referent power 
and levels of expertise. We outline our research approach within the demographic segment of 
young working professionals. Research in this area is necessary to improve theoretical 
explanations of adoptive behavior of these technologies. We hope to contribute by suggesting a 
richer, more encompassing operationalization of the social influence construct for future IS 
research. 
Keywords:  Social influence, Technology acceptance model, Ubiquitous computing 
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Introduction 
“One of the most pervasive determinants of an individual’s behavior is the influence of those around him” 
(Burnkrant et al. 1975). 
Ubiquitous computing is increasingly part of everyday life through portable and persistently connected computing 
devices such as smart mobile phones, portable entertainment devices, and location-aware applications. Ubiquitous 
computing encompasses a mix of utilitarian, hedonic and connective applications that have been embedded into 
work and play activities. For example, social networking applications such as Facebook and Twitter, accessed via 
the desktop and mobile computing platforms that people use for most of their waking hours are simultaneously work 
and play related, and so blur the distinction between social interactions for work and for play (Kim et al. 2009). The 
always on, always connected environment that these devices create is a radical departure from the desktop-
dominated computing era. In the contextually-bounded computing environments of the pre-ubiquitous era, desktop 
systems at home and work provided discrete and independent computing environments. These environments are 
becoming less distinct, however, as portable and persistently connected devices become prevalent, and processing 
and applications become network-centered rather than device-centered. 
This blurring of boundaries by situation-aware technologies and the seemingly ubiquitous character of social 
networking in particular, raises important social and philosophical issues about influence, connectedness and privacy 
(Dourish et al. 2006). For the individual user, continuous connectedness via multiple communication modes means 
that social influence has a more constant and endemic influence on behavior and attitudes than ever before (Ferneley 
et al. 2008). Social influence is of particular interest in this environment because it potentially affects every activity 
related to the purchase and use of a ubiquitous device. For example, a desire to obtain mobile computing capability, 
the specific device selected, and where it is purchased, may all be a function of social modeling and peer influence, 
and how the device is used may similarly be heavily influenced by social forces. 
This research focuses on the social influence construct that underpins information technology adoption and use 
models such as UTAUT (Venkatesh et al. 2003), TAM-TPB (Taylor et al. 1995), and MATH (Brown et al. 2006). 
We argue that the manner in which the social influence construct has been operationalized in the Information 
Systems (IS) literature via those theoretical models (and in research in the Management discipline more broadly), is 
overly restrictive compared to its original framing in social psychology, and is ill-suited as the basis for studies of 
ubiquitous computing. In particular, we consider the following research question: to what extent does the emergence 
of mobile and ubiquitous computing (particularly the use of social networking applications commonly accessed via 
such platforms) require a broadening of the social influence construct? 
Social influence has been the subject of a significant body of work in psychology since the earliest days of that 
discipline. It encompasses both how an individual can effect attitude and behavior change in others, and how 
individuals are influenced by the attitudes and behavior of other people. Theoretical constructs derived from this 
broad concept include normative social influence and informational social influence (social proof), and it is 
commonly used to explain issues of conformity, compliance and obedience. A much narrower conceptualization, 
however, has typically been used within the IS literature in the technology adoption context, based on Ajzen and 
Fishbein’s Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen et al. 1975). In that theory, social influence (in the form of subjective 
norms) broadly encompasses the wide array of “significant others” who are important to the adopter. When applied 
to technology adoption, the set of significant others is typically restricted to the immediate context of the adoption 
decision (the work environment), and within that, to superiors and co-workers. In addition, because the focus is on 
work technology, social influence is assumed to have only a utilitarian purpose. 
In this research-in-progress paper we report on our approach to explore if, and how the social influence construct 
should evolve, given the range of possible sources of social influence beyond work contexts. We focus on a 
particular demographic segment— young professional workers— which we believe is a fruitful target demographic 
to better understand social influence more broadly in the context of the adoption of contemporary technology. 
The paper is structured as follows: first, we trace the origins of the social influence construct. We then examine how 
it has been operationalized in technology adoption models. On the basis of the limitations, identified, we propose a 
framework to consider social influence more inclusively, drawing on differences in referent power and levels of 
expertise. Finally, we outline the data collection and analysis methods to be employed. 
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Social Influence Construct 
The earliest development of the concept of social influence was in the social psychology field. We therefore first 
review the literature in which this construct was developed, and examine how that it has been applied in the IS field. 
Social Influence in the Psychology Literature 
Social influence is “any change which a person’s relations with other people (individuals, groups, institutions or 
society) produce on his intellectual activities, emotions or actions” (Abrams et al. 1990). Deutsch and Gerard (1955) 
define three distinct forms of social influence: informational, normative and value-expressive influence. These 
correspond to and operate through the three processes of social influence described by Kelman (1958): 
internalization, compliance and identification.  
Informational influence refers to the provision of credible evidence of reality (Burnkrant et al. 1975). Presented with 
the need to make informed decisions, individuals accept the opinions of those who are seen as credible when ‘proof 
of reality’ is complex, vague or difficult to determine. The lower the individual's confidence and knowledge in the 
matter, the greater the tendency to seek the opinion of someone perceived as more knowledgeable (Lord et al. 2001). 
This form of social influence accounts for the persuasive power of mass media and printed literature where the 
author or media source is perceived as reputable. Informational influence (defined in Kelman’s three processes of 
social influence as a form of internalization) occurs when a user perceives information obtained via credible sources 
as enhancing his or her knowledge (Kelman 1958; see also Lu et al. 2005) 
Normative social influence relates to conformity with the expectations of other persons or groups, to achieve 
rewards or avoid punishment (Homans 1974; Lord et al. 2001). Within Kelman’s three processes of social influence, 
normative influence operates through process of compliance where an individual exhibits behavior in accordance 
with others’ expectations (Kelman 1958). Value-expressive influence, on the other hand, refers to an individual's 
desire to enhance his/her self-image through association with a reference group (Bearden et al. 1989). This relates to 
the notion of ‘social status’ and manifests as individuality or ‘need for uniqueness’ by establishing social 
differentiation (Fisher et al. 1992; Tian et al. 2001). Value-expressive influence operates through the Kelman’s 
process of identification. This occurs when an individual adopts another person's behaviors because such actions are 
associated with a satisfying, self-defining, relationship with another person or group (Kelman 1958). 
Social Influence in Information Systems Literature 
This section firstly argues that social influence is best understood as a multidimensional construct. We then present a 
critical analysis of the use of the abovementioned theories in the Information Systems field. Finally we propose a 
theoretical framework that accounts for multiple types of social influence in the technology adoption process. 
Motivation for the Social Influence Construct to be Taken Apart to its Constituents 
In the social psychology and marketing disciplines, social influence is a theoretically mature concept (Eckhardt et al. 
2008). The use of this construct in IS technology adoption research is, however problematic (Lee et al. 2006, 
Malhotra and Galletta 1999). Two common problems in that literature are: inconsistency in the classification of the 
type of social influence employed, and inconsistency in findings concerning the role and significance of social 
influence in technology acceptance (Eckhardt et al. 2009).  
With regard to inconsistencies in classification of social influence it seems that there is no consensus due to a lack of 
overarching models in Information Systems field that account for all forms of social influence. For instance, the 
Model of Adoption of Technology in Households (MATH) classifies informational influence (influence of news 
media and experts) as normative influence whereas value-expressive influence (social status gain) is classified not as 
a social influence construct, but as an attitudinal belief (Venkatesh et al. 2001). Other models refer to ‘social 
influence’ when the authors are clearly referring to normative influence only (Venkatesh et al. 2003). A more 
unified classification of the different forms of social influence is therefore necessary. 
With regard to inconsistencies in findings concerning the role and significance of social influence let us start by 
analyzing social influence in the most frequently cited model for technology adoption, the Technology Acceptance 
Model (TAM) (Davis et al. 1989). "Subjective norm" in the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) and Theory of 
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Planned Behavior (TPB) representing normative influence was found to be not significant in TAM and was 
eliminated from the model (Davis 1989; Eckhardt et al. 2009). Later versions of TAM, e.g., TAM2, reintroduced 
social influence constructs back into the model (Venkatesh et al. 2000). Over the years some researchers have 
chosen to leave it out, others found its effects insignificant (Mathieson 1991; Pavlou et al. 2006) while some 
incorporated only certain forms of social influence, mostly normative variant, into their models of technology 
adoption (Eckhardt et al. 2009; Hartwick et al. 1994; Taylor et al. 1995).  
Despite each study using theoretical arguments in support of the particular type of social influence used in its model, 
overall there has been no framework governing the use of social influence constructs in the information systems 
discipline. As a result, the inclusion of social influence construct in its many forms into models of technology 
acceptance appears a bit haphazard (see Table 1). This observation is echoed by Eckhardt et al. (2008): “There is 
still a distinct lack of knowledge for the concrete effect of social influence in individual technology adoption”. 
Recent research in the field also suggests that “a single cumulative subjective norm measure might be too naïve” 
(Eckhardt et al. 2009). Similarly, Srite and Karahanna (2006) recommend that different social norms be 
conceptualized more distinctly to describe more accurately the nuances of the social environment. 
Table 1. IS Studies that incorporate Social Influence in Technology Acceptance and Use 
Source Acceptance model Nature of social influence Context of Use 
1989 (Davis 1989) TAM Unspecified, but subsumed in 
external variables 
Organizational 
1991 (Thompson et al. 1991) MPCU Normative  Organizational 
1995 (Rogers 1995) IDT Informational Social 
1995 (Taylor et al. 1995) TAM-TPB Normative  Organizational 
2000 (Venkatesh et al. 2000) TAM2 Normative / Value-expressive Organizational 
2003 (Venkatesh et al. 2003) UTAUT Normative  Organizational 
2004 (van der Heijden 2004) Hedonic Unspecified (similar to TAM) Multiple (leisure context) 
2005 (Brown et al. 2005) MATH-HLC Normative / Value-expressive Individual (home) 
2006 (Brown et al. 2006) MATH Normative / Value-expressive Individual (home) 
2008 (Eckhardt et al. 2008) Multi-layered Referent 
Model 
Normative  Individual, professional, 
Organizational, Social 
2008 (Venkatesh et al. 2008) TAM3 Normative / Value-expressive Organizational 
2009 (Eckhardt et al. 2009) Work place Referent 
Model 
Normative  Organizational 
2009 (Kim et al. 2009) MDS Value 
Perspective 
Normative / Informational and 
Value-expressive 
Individual, professional, 
Organizational, Social 
 
We now analyze systematically the social influence construct as presented in IS literature. Models with social 
influence constructs in technology adoption fall into two broad categories: TRA-based models and referent-group 
based models. Models that do not fall into either category contain an amalgamation of loosely defined constructs 
from either or both categories. 
TRA Based Models 
Fishbein and Ajzen recognized the prevalence of normative social influence as a key predictor and incorporated that 
into their behavioral intention model Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) and its extension, the Theory of Planned 
Behavior (TPB). TPB underpins the majority of technology adoption studies in Information Systems. It predicts that 
an individual’s intention to perform a particular behavior ("Behavioral Intention") is determined by ‘a personal or 
“attitudinal” factor and a social or “normative” factor’ (Ajzen et al. 1975; Fishbein et al. 1975). Normative 
influence, referred to as ‘Subjective norm’ in the model, is defined as “the person’s perception that most people who 
are important to him think he should or should not perform the behavior in question” (Fishbein et al. 1975). 
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Despite having normative influence accounted for, informational and value-expressive variants of social influence 
are notably absent from TRA. Incorporating them could lead to a more comprehensive instrument for measuring 
social influence. Indeed, such a model was proposed as an alternative to TRA by Warshaw (1980) to predict 
behavioral intention in the area of market research to clearly distinguish between social influence of differing types 
(informational, normative and value-expressive). However, the Warshaw model includes measures that are 
operationalized specifically for market research with no clear parallels to the technology adoption context. 
The most widely cited models of technology adoption and use, (TAM, TAM2, UTAUT, TAM-TPB, MPCU, 
MATH) have roots in TRA (Brown et al. 2006; Davis 1989; Taylor et al. 1995; Thompson et al. 1991; Venkatesh et 
al. 2003). Consequently these models inherit the aforementioned limitation of only considering normative influence 
from TRA. While a select few, TAM2 and MATH, for instance, incorporate value-expressive influence (referred to 
as ‘social status’), others have no specific social influence construct (e.g. TAM). Moreover, TRA is presented in 
social psychology as a general theory that applies to all rational human behavior. In the process of adapting TRA to 
predict technology adoption and use it has been greatly narrowed and simplified. For instance, the notion of 
determining normative influence through a sum product of each referent induced belief and referent power (Fishbein 
et al. 1975) has been largely de-emphasized. This has enabled simplicity in the operationalization of the construct, 
but at a loss of precision in terms of the variety of contexts for which TRA was originally conceptualized. This has 
implications for ubiquitous contexts of use as discussed later. 
Referent Group Based Models 
Referent groups, or groups with significant influencing power, are included in most models of technology 
acceptance. Such referent groups are typically categorized along demographic or social proximity lines (closeness of 
subject-referent bond). MATH incorporates referent groups in terms of social proximity: friends and family, work 
place referents and secondary sources such as news media (Brown et al. 2005). For example, the workplace referent 
group used by Eckhardt et al. (2009) comprises customers, superiors, and colleagues from the HR department, the 
operations department, the IT department. Another study divided referents into broad categories according to 
environment they operate in: private environment, work environment and public environment (Eckhardt et al. 2008). 
The way that different categories of referents (as sources of social influence) are accommodated in technology 
acceptance models appears largely inconsistent. Lord et al. (2001) have suggested that “warm relationships” cause 
social influence to manifest as normative influence, while influence from experts leads to informational influence 
(Lord et al. 2001). We interpret “warm relationships” as alluding to referent power. Hence from a theoretical 
perspective, the two factors at play here seem to be referent power and referent expertise that determine the flavor of 
social influence manifested (See Table 2). To further substantiate our claims we examine existing research involving 
high powered referents such as family members or superiors at workplace. In Eckhardt’s work place referent model, 
it is concluded that most dominant normative influence arise from superiors (Eckhardt et al. 2009). Cooley (1962) 
observed that greatest normative influence is usually exerted within primary referent groups such as the immediate 
families. Examining referent expertise we find support from Karahanna et al. (2006) that informational influence 
works through internalizing and integrating information from expert sources into one’s own cognitive beliefs. 
Towards a Comprehensive Framework for Conceptualizing Social Influence 
Table 2. Referent Power and Expertise as determinants of type of social influence 
Referent Power  
Determinants High  
(E.g. Family/Superior) 
Low  
(E.g. Workplace acquaintance) 
Expert 
Informational influence 
Normative Influence 
Value-expressive Influence 
Informational influence Referent Expertise 
(Knowledgeability)  
Novice Normative Influence Value-expressive Influence No Influence 
 
Although referent power separates informational influence from other types, the same cannot be said for normative 
and value-expressive influences. Value-expressive and normative influence are conceptually quite different (Kelman 
1958; Lord et al. 2001), but separating them empirically has so far proved elusive (Bearden et al. 1989; Burnkrant et 
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al. 1975). Lord et al. (2001) suggest that this maybe due to both constructs operating within the same referent group 
concurrently. For instance, family members may promote value-expressive influence by having a value system in 
place while at the same time exerting normative influence by rewarding/punishing compliance/noncompliance with 
its norms and values. Due to a lack of evidence that normative and value-expressive influences are empirically 
distinct, we present them as a tied group within this framework (see Table 2). 
Ubiquitous Computing Era – Social Influence in Multiple Contexts of Use 
Nano-technology, wireless communication, context awareness and natural interfaces are the technological basis for 
ubiquitous computing (ubicomp) (Weiser 1993). Nano-technology engineering techniques have made the current 
generation of processors (and many support technologies) possible. The mobile nature of technology has not only 
facilitated social connectedness through traditional point-to-point communications (phone calls, emails) but also has 
created innovative platforms for social interaction and information exchange (social network applications Facebook 
and Twitter, for example) (Barkhuus et al. 2010). Many individuals access these social interaction platforms through 
mobile devices (iPhones, iPads) as part of their daily routine. Natural interfaces on the other hand are beginning to 
emerge with gesture recognition systems being introduced on gaming consoles, such as XBox and PlayStation, and 
much research being devoted to the area of natural interfaces (Rico 2010). Finally, the context awareness is also 
gradually emerging in many facets from location aware services finding the nearest restaurant to Google AdSense 
displaying relevant advertisements to the information on webpage. Ubicomp is increasingly becoming a part of the 
everyday life for working professionals, molding the way that these individuals work, play and socialize.  
The ultimate vision of many engineers in the ubicomp field is for computers to partner with humans to provide 
personal insight not normally possible by working alone (Stanton 2001). This grandiose vision of universal 
ubiquitous computing is not yet reality; however we are beginning to see computing technologies, IT-enabled 
appliances, and information services emerge that make the vision a plausible possible future. Clearly computing 
extends beyond the deskbound context and utilitarian focus. Device mobility has indeed enabled social mobility, a 
concept that Lyytinen and Yoo (2002) define as individuals being able to move between social contexts (office, 
meetings, home) and social roles (manager, colleague, parent) with ease, while remaining connected. 
Contexts of Use 
It is well recognized that the context in which a technology is used is fundamental to understanding the determinants 
in terms of user acceptance thereof (van der Heijden 2004). In a ubiquitous computing environment, the same 
individual operates in multiple contexts. In considering possible sources of social influence beyond the traditional 
work context, we draw on the work of Scheepers et al. (2006) who argue that information technology adoption by 
professional workers occurs against a backdrop of four interrelated contexts: the individual as employee (traditional 
organizational context), the individual as professional (health-care workers/lawyers/engineers/accountants), the 
individual as a member of society at large (role in the community), and the private context of the individual (e.g., 
role as a parent, use of technology at home for leisure purposes, etc). The mobile nature of ubiquitous computing 
suggests contextual assumptions underpinning existing individual acceptance models be revised (Scheepers et al. 
2006). Accordingly, single, or possibly multiple contexts of technology use, are pertinent considerations in 
conceptualizing the social influence construct’s further evolution. 
Traditional Single Context of Use 
The majority of research into technology acceptance to date has focused on a single context of use, and most often 
has been set in an organizational context (See Table 1). Close examination of the constructs in these models reveals 
a strong utilitarian focus (Davis 1989; Eckhardt et al. 2009; Taylor et al. 1995; Thompson et al. 1991; Venkatesh et 
al. 2000; Venkatesh et al. 2003). This reflects journey of computerization, which initially commenced within the 
organizational context, and more recently extends into homes and society as a whole. When TAM was originally 
formulated in 1989, for instance, the technology use was largely restricted to a single context of use with an intense 
focus on functional goals. These models have been adequate for the purpose for which they were conceptualized. 
While the advances in ubiquitous and mobile computing have caused contextual boundaries to have become blurred, 
social influence as operationalized in Information Systems discipline still remains largely contextually bound to a 
particular context (workplace or home). 
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Transcending Beyond Single Use Context into Multiple Contexts of Use 
In a ubiquitous computing environment where individuals typically have inter-connective forms of technology 
(iPads, 3G enabled cellular phones, location-based devices and services) with them at most times, context switching 
occur sporadically. In this regard, Choi et al. (2007) has suggested that quality of life seems to be a more inclusive 
dependent variable to explain technology used across multiple contexts. This stands in contrast to the contextually-
bound, single use purpose assumed in many current technology acceptance models. In a ubiquitous computing 
environment, the individual recognizes value in three separate dimensions: utilitarian, hedonic and social (Kim et al. 
2009). Van der Heijden (2004) stresses the importance of context of use, in terms of its hedonic or utilitarian 
dimensions, dictating predictive power of determinants used in TAM based models. Therefore it remains uncertain 
whether the existing operationalization of social influence is adequate to capture the nuances of multiple context, 
multiple purpose use in a ubiquitous environment. 
 
Research Approach 
The research approach involves gathering data via in-depth interviews(Yin 2008) and participant observation (Miles 
et al. 1994) to assess the effects of social influence on the group of participants. These techniques will allow us to 
(1) isolate and refine the different variants of social influence and the factors involved, and (2) compare the different 
contexts of work, play and socialization, in terms of current and novel technology adoption and use. 
Target Technology 
With natural interfaces that free the user from thinking in terms of interacting with devices and enable thinking in 
terms of tasks still in early stages of evolution, physical handheld devices provide the most common means for 
individuals to experience ubicomp environment. In this device-centric ubicomp environment, devices fall into two 
categories: the convergent device that acts as an all-in-one solution (Licklider et al. 1968) versus the divergent 
devices, ones that collaborate with each other to achieve an outcome. It is likely that a combination of devices from 
each category, one that attempts to do all with ones that collaborate together, paving the way forward (Stanton 
2001). Our research focuses on the former, a convergent device which stays with the user at all times as the 
individual performs nomadic multifarious activities throughout the day. 
First, the technology chosen must have applications in three contexts of use - utilitarian, hedonic and social (Kim et 
al. 2009) - to facilitate investigation into each. In addition the technology must also exhibit ubiquitous characteristics 
according to the four defining artifacts, nano-technology, wireless communication, context awareness and natural 
interfaces. The category of "multi-purpose information appliances"(Hong et al. 2006), includes 3G enabled high-end 
smart phones, iPads etc, are ideal for the purpose. They stay with the user during all waking hours and quietly serve 
the master in the background. These devices contain applications aimed at three contexts of use: those involving 
functional goals (e.g. check weather, book appointment with dentist), play (e.g. a quick game of chess, reading an e-
novel for pleasure while on the train to work) and social connectedness (write on a friend’s ‘wall’ on Facebook). 
Considering ubiquity characteristics, these devices have been miniaturized to a great extent to enable mobility, are 
connected to wireless networks continuously enabling Bluetooth, GPS and 3G based communication, operate in 
multiple contexts as the individual sporadically changes context of use and interacts via a preliminary breed of 
natural interfaces (using multi-touch gestures to zoom and navigate on iPhones for instance). Although the device 
may not capture the individual's entire span of activities performed using a range of devices, it may capture enough 
to give an insight into the way social influence moulds usage and adoption patterns in a ubicomp environment in 
which the context is subject to constant sporadic change. 
Research Objective 
This research focuses on the use of multi-purpose mobile information appliances. The rich feature set and extensive 
tailorability of these devices enables device appropriation through the addition of new applications and add-on 
hardware. For example, Apples’s online Appstore allows owners to configure and extend the functionality of an 
iPad or iPhone on an ongoing basis. However, it must be stressed that this research focuses not on the device per se 
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(although we acknowledge that social forces may influence the physical device selected), but instead on the 
applications currently used on the device and those that the owner is open to implementing (particularly those the 
the owner intends to install). We label this a user's "Consideration Space" for the device. To some extent, the 
consideration space represents the meaning of the device to the individual, because how a given device’s function 
set has been constructed points to the functionality that is most valued by the owner, and the set of customizations 
(applications and hardware add-ons) that the owner is open to installing point to the roles that the owner is prepared 
to allow the device to play in the owner’s life. In other words, the meaning of the device can differ greatly from one 
individual to another because each individual's consideration space may differ greatly in size and content. 
In fact, the content and the span of consideration space is a reflection of what an individual expects the ideal device 
to be and the benefits in different contexts of use that the individual expects to derive from it. With multiple sources 
of social influence emanating from various innovative platforms of social interaction (such as Facebook and Twitter) 
enabled by these multi-purpose information appliances, we argue that the extent of the consideration space is shaped 
by social influence. That is, the set of applications in an individual’s consideration space (those currently used and 
those that the individual is aware of or thinking of getting), is shaped by social influence. The study will focus 
specifically on those applications that have a component of social interaction build in and attempts to gauge the 
effects of social influence on adoption, use and appropriation behavior. 
Target User Group 
We intend to use the “Take Five Consumer Segments model” (Andersson et al. 2006) and its sub-segments as a 
start, and then assess whether the segmentation breakdown adequately reflects the characteristics of individuals 
making up the segment, or if extensions and refinements are necessary (see Table 3). The Take Five model is 
derived from research into consumer usage of mobile data services. According to this model “young, working 
professionals” belong predominantly to the “adult materialists” segment and, to a lesser extent, the “educated 
sociables” and “adult pioneers” segments. The justification for using the young professionals sub-segment is that the 
impact of social influence is anticipated to be more acutely visible in this group than in other demographic segments 
such as “Traditionalists,”  who tend to be resistant to technological change. 
Table 3: Characteristics of constituent segments that make up the “Young professionals” sub-segment based 
on Take Five Consumer Segments model (adapted from Andersson et al. 2006). 
“Adult Materialists” “Educated Sociables” “Adult Pioneers” 
25-39 age range, well educated, employed 
fulltime, good income, image conscious, 
highly mobile, enjoy travelling 
30-49 age range, extremely well educated, 
white collar full time high profile careers, 
highly mobile, enjoy socializing 
25-49 age range, high income, fulltime 
professional employment, often on the 
move, socialize a lot, use cutting edge 
technology, heavy use of mobile devices 
 
Summary 
In this research-in-progress paper we describe aspects pertaining to the social influence construct from its inception 
in social psychology to its operationalization in technology acceptance models within Information systems research. 
We highlight a number of limitations of traditional construct when applied to a ubiquitous computing platform 
involving multiple use context and multiple use purposes. We derive a framework as a step towards broadening the 
construct to be relevant to the ubiquitous computing environment. We highlight our intention to assess social 
influence in the current study of young working professionals. By investigating the demographic of young 
professional users, we anticipate to obtain rich insights into the way social influence manifests in multiple contexts 
as these workers engage with information technology as they work, play and socialize. We believe this work is 
necessary to evolve theoretical explanations of adoptive behavior in the ubiquitous era. We hope to contribute by 
providing a richer and more insightful operationalization of the social influence construct. 
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